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B ATTLE COMMAND is critical for Army
commanders to employ their units effectively.

Only through the mastery of battle command can a
commander visualize the enemy, terrain and weather
as well as his own, adjacent and supporting organi-
zations. Battle command properly employs and syn-
chronizes all combat assets in time, space and pur-
pose to produce victory. However, as important as
it is, battle command is an art that leaders can only
develop over time and predominantly through ex-
perience. In fact, �the less experience you have, the
more problems you are going to have with teach-
ing and understanding the art of battle command.�1

The US Army�s official account of the Gulf War
credits our Combat Training Centers (CTCs) with
�resounding success� in helping our units prepare
for war.2 But more important, CTC rotations have
given commanders at the corps level and below the
best noncombat opportunity to develop the art of
battle command.

Still, CTCs are expensive to maintain and are
impractical as a sole source of battle command ex-
perience. Therefore, this article examines a proven
alternative to replicate effective battle command
experience. As training costs increase and time and
training dollars decrease, efficient alternatives to the
CTCs must be developed to help our Army main-
tain its fighting edge.

The best, most proven way to replicate the CTC
battle command experience is adequate home-
station field training. As simple as this idea sounds,
recent unit performance at the CTCs shows that
necessary field training has not occurred to the de-
gree or standard necessary to prepare commanders
and units for combat. The US Army Forces Com-
mand (FORSCOM) recognizes that the amount and
level at which field training exercises are conduct-
ed does matter and now requires �units to conduct
battalion-level field exercises before deploying to
the National Training Center (NTC), Fort Irwin,

California, and the Joint Readiness Training Cen-
ter, Fort Polk, Louisiana.�3

Multiple opportunities already exist or are being
developed, especially in the area of simulations, to
help replicate the CTC battle command experience.
Though useful, such alternatives have not proven
nearly as effective as properly planned and executed
field training. In fact, overreliance on simulations
can produce negative training benefits. In July 1998
the 116th National Guard (NG) Enhanced Brigade
rotated to the NTC. Commenting on that rotation,
Major General Roger C. Schultz, Director, US
Army National Guard, stated, �Simulations do not
totally prepare a commander to fight the OPFOR
[opposing forces] at NTC. Accordingly, simulations
will likely never totally prepare any commander for
war. There is simply nothing that completely repli-
cates the fog of being employed against a freethink-
ing enemy with 24-hour a day presence.�4

This article emphasizes the battalion/task force
level, and the references to CTCs pertain to the
NTC, the JRTC and the Combat Maneuver Train-
ing Center (CMTC)�not the Battle Command
Training Program which trains brigade, division and
corps commanders and their staffs. However, before
exploring the subject of home-station field train-
ing, it is essential to examine the art of battle com-
mand, investigate why the CTCs have been so

Maximizing the effectiveness of virtual
simulators and constructive training tools

includes guarding against their totally replacing
live training. Multiechelon field training

exercises at the battalion level, supported with
OPFOR and O/Cs, give leaders essential and

realistic battle command experience as their
units prepare for the CTCs�and for war.
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successful and determine the root cause of our
Army�s current lack of training readiness.

Battle Command
 US Army Field Manual (FM) 100-5, Operations,

defines battle command as the art of battle decision
making, leading and motivating soldiers and their
organizations into action to accomplish missions. It
includes perceiving the current state and visualiz-
ing the future state and then formulating concepts
of operations to get from one to the other at least cost.

Battle command also includes assigning missions, pri-
oritizing and allocating resources, selecting the criti-
cal time and place to act, and knowing how and
when to make adjustments during the fight.5

As clear as this may be conceptually, all current
and former commanders must agree with Brigadier
General William G. Webster, Commanding Gen-
eral, NTC, that �executing battle command is an
extremely complex and difficult task.�6 Even
though it is complex and difficult, few can argue
against the importance of battle command, espe-
cially considering that its two vital components�
decision making and leadership�capture the es-
sence of being a commander.

Much has been researched and written on battle
command since 1993, when former Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Commander, Gen-
eral Fredrick Franks Jr., instituted the terminology.7
Today, the Army even has Battle Command Battle
Laboratories at Fort Gordon, Georgia, and Fort
Huachuca, Arizona. The critical question behind this
institutional interest is how to develop the art among
leaders.

Author Michael T. Hayes recommends giving
potential commanders more time in troop units to
learn critical competencies essential for the art of
battle command.8 The US Navy also recognizes the
importance of troop experience and requires those
officers designated for command to fulfill a com-
plete tour as a ship�s executive officer before assum-
ing command of the ship. On 1 October 1998, the
US Army enacted the Officer Professional Man-
agement System, which provides potential com-
manders at battalion level and above more opera-

tional assignments to develop their knowledge and
experience.

However, multiple assignments to tactical units
do not themselves develop the art of battle com-
mand. This art is based on intuition and is �demon-
strated by the commander who by combat experi-
ence, training and study�or any combination of the
three�reads the battlefield and does the right thing
faster, more accurately and more decisively than the
enemy.�9

Like job assignments, professional education is
an important part of the leader-development process.
The Army�s institutional training and an officer�s
independent study are vital in developing a leader�s
conceptual, analytical and critical thinking capabil-
ity�which hone decisiveness. However, teaching
battle command in a classroom is like teaching a
team to play football on a chalkboard; it has limita-
tions, because like football, battle command is not
a spectator sport; one learns by doing.

Among other warfighting benefits, repetitive
training experiences help develop the necessary in-
tuitive sense in leaders. Of course, the important is-
sue here is how to conduct training most efficiently,
particularly focused on improving decision making
and leadership.

In this period of reduced training dollars, the Army
is working hard to leverage simulations. While much
of this technology shows distinct promise for devel-
oping technical and even tactical skills, Lieutenant
General Thomas Burnette, warns of the inherent
shortcomings of simulations. He cautions that �live
training remains the foundation of current training
strategies,� especially since virtual simulators and
constructive training tools �cannot fully replicate all
aspects of the live training environment.�10

Beyond training technical and tactical skills�
essentially the leadership aspect of battle com-
mand�simulations have little proven value in de-
veloping a commander�s intuition�the critical
factor for making good and timely decisions. In fact,
commanders often take negative lessons from simu-
lations. For instance, gaining smoke effects in Ja-
nus is a constant because wind does not change, in-
version effects are not applied and indirect fire is
unrealistically responsive.11 Achieving the necessary
effects of smoke is more challenging under actual
environmental conditions, while trying to synchro-
nize security forces, direct and indirect fire suppres-
sion and obstacle reduction assets. Of course, one
would never know how difficult this really is if they
only tried it using Janus. According to Brigadier
General J.D. Thurman, �everything always works
in simulation.� Observer/controllers commonly
overhear NTC rotational commanders say, �This is
not the way it happened in Janus.�12

As training costs increase and
time and training dollars decrease, efficient

alternatives to the CTCs must be developed to
help our Army maintain its fighting edge.

The best, most proven way to replicate the CTC
battle command experience is adequate

home-station field training.
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Visualize the Battlefield
A continuing requirement for effective battle

command is �visualizing the battlefield, something
virtually impossible even with the virtual reality of
modern day simulations,� according to Brigadier
General Thurman.13 Among other shortfalls, he
cites the following disadvantages of simulations:
l Lack of friction and rigor.
l Inadequate replication of terrain and logis-

tic functions.
l Oversimplified communication architecture.
l Inability to learn the true difficulty and im-

portance of synchronizing and integrating com-
bat multipliers.14

The lack of realism in simulations does not help
promote leader confidence or competence, essential
for bold and decisive leadership. The necessary in-
tuition must be developed through realistic experi-
ence, like that available at the CTCs. Only through
the most realistic experiences�both seen and
felt�can a leader learn effective battle command
because �nothing in the �synthetic� world will ever
equal the effectiveness of high-quality field train-
ing exercises and combined arms live fires.�15

Army units cannot simply train for training sake.
Nor can leaders use financial or time excuses to
limit necessary and effective home-station field
training. Rather, the Army still needs the proven
training, doctrine and practices that produced

victory in the Gulf War. As General Barry R. Mc-
Caffrey said, �This war didn�t take 100 hours to
win; it took 15 years.�

Combat Training Centers
Studies of combat experience in previous wars

indicated that a method was necessary to steepen the
learning curve prior to combat to reduce battle ca-
sualties significantly.16 The CTCs were developed
to provide the most realistic battlefield training short
of actual combat.17 Without a doubt, the CTCs have
been instrumental in improving the combat readi-
ness of our Army. As a result, many countries
throughout the world have instituted or are trying
to develop similar training centers.

The overwhelming success of the CTCs has made
them the cornerstone of our Army�s training readi-
ness. Because of personnel turbulence that often
occurs just after a CTC rotation, many argue that
the greatest value of the CTCs is the tough, realis-
tic, hands-on, training experience for leaders and
soldiers, rather than preparing units for combat.
Additionally, these centers help establish doctrine,
determine standards for training and leader devel-
opment, provide organizational and materiel require-
ments, and give keen insights for soldier needs.

The effectiveness of the CTCs cannot be dupli-
cated by any other training method. So what makes
the CTCs so successful, particularly as a superb
battle command experience for leaders? Certainly
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Just as a commander cannot learn to synchronize all the combat functions
during a task-force deliberate breach operation using simulations (like Janus), the unit cannot
fully understand how to conduct such an operation by doing it once on the ground. Effective

training requires repetition. Despite reluctance to admit it, the retraining step may
be the most important of our Army�s training model.

Light infantry
soldiers training
to breach real
(not simulated)
obstacles.
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the training realism provided by intense scenarios,
real terrain and weather, and a freethinking, pro-
fessional OPFOR are key ingredients of the CTC
experience. Brigadier General Thurman includes
the following as essential elements for providing
realistic training at the CTCs:
l True replication of time and space.
l The need for commanders to exercise battle

command to integrate and synchronize all combat
functions (nothing is notional).
l Pressure on commanders to perform.
l Observer/controllers (O/Cs) and the after

action review (AAR) process, which ensures im-
mediate feedback.18

Replicating CTC realism using only simulations
is difficult. However, the effect can be nearly du-
plicated in any field environment. Except for the
sophisticated instrumentation system that helps to
enhance AARs and a professional OPFOR, the CTC
experience can be adequately replicated during
home-station field training. In fact, many of the re-
cent units which have performed well at the CTCs
have developed a training program that replicates
the CTC�s.

More important, however, because of their high
cost (up to $12 million for a heavy brigade combat
team at the NTC) and limited number of CTC rota-
tions each year (10 rotations per year at each CTC),
the Army must maximize the opportunity presented
by a CTC rotation. A former senior maneuver O/C
at the CMTC explains: �Units must arrive at the
CTCs ready for a �graduate-level� training experi-
ence. This demands comprehensive home-station
training . . . Otherwise, the full potential of the CTC
experience will not be realized.�19

Ultimately, the Army sees training for CTC ro-
tations as training for war. Recognizing the linkage,
FORSCOM renewed a regulation that requires ev-
ery battalion task force scheduled for a CTC rota-
tion to conduct at least a five-day maneuver train-
ing exercise against an OPFOR.20 Will commanders
truly make the most of this force-on-force maneu-
ver training requirement? Do they know how to
conduct battalion-level maneuver training effec-
tively? The answer in many cases is �no.� Our
CTCs over the years may have �infused in field

commanders an institutional obsession to train re-
alistically for combat,� but for various reasons we
have not satisfied this obsession through training at
home station.21

What ensures that units not scheduled for an
upcoming CTC rotation will conduct necessary
and appropriate home-station field training, espe-
cially at the battalion task-force level? Even with-
out real world deployments, battalion-level units
only have the opportunity to rotate through a CTC
every 18 to 30 months. Some battalion task force
commanders never have a CTC battle-command ex-
perience at all. Units cannot wait for a CTC rota-
tion to conduct effective battalion-level field train-
ing exercises. Home-station opportunities must
continuously maintain combat readiness for war,
because �our Army never has an �off-season.��22

Training Readiness
In no other profession are the penalties for

employing untrained personnel so appalling or so
irrevocable as in the military.

� General Douglas MacArthur

The deteriorated readiness of the US Armed
Forces has captured the critical interests of Congress
and the media. Training plays a part in more ways
than one. Consider what appear to be fundamentally
money and personnel issues. Pay, benefits, operat-
ing tempo (OPTEMPO) and the economy are oft-
cited reasons for recruiting and retention woes, but
training readiness also greatly affects personnel
readiness. How can soldiers be satisfied with their
job, career or profession when they are not given
the opportunity to train to their individual potential
and that of their unit? Among other reasons, sol-
diers, especially officers, who might have a better
quality of life outside the service, stay in the Army
because they enjoy what they do. Without training
effectively and preparing adequately for a war or
crisis, soldiers cannot �be all they can be.� Money
may be tight, but being able to train the basics
through battalion-level field exercises is impera-
tive�for combat readiness and to retain quality sol-
diers and leaders.

Even though the Army will somehow work
through its current short-term challenges in recruit-
ment and retention, there are long-term conse-
quences. Will we have adequate experience at all
ranks 10 to 15 years into the future? Investing in
future technologies and modern equipment is cer-
tainly essential for long-term readiness. However,
will the Army have the skilled leaders tomorrow to
lead modernized units if they do not receive the nec-
essary training experiences today? It takes 15 to 18
years to develop battalion commanders, and today�s
battalion commanders will be our corps command-

The Officer Professional Management
System, provides potential commanders at bat-

talion level and above more operational
assignments to develop their knowledge and
experience. However, multiple assignments to

tactical units do not themselves develop
the art of battle command.
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ers in 2010. Therefore, we are mortgaging the battle
command expertise of future commanders today.

Training readiness has suffered not only at the
expense given to future modernization, but it has
also been the bill-payer for insufficient base opera-
tions and real property maintenance funds. As Gen-
eral Dennis J. Reimer, former US Army Chief of
Staff, told the Senate Armed Services Committee:
�Our commanders have been forced to migrate
funds from training accounts to base support. This
migration of funds, necessary to ensure minimum
quality of life standards at our installations, has re-
duced home-station training. Commanders across
our Army are experiencing difficulty in funding bat-
talion- and brigade-level home-station training that
was once common in our Army, and was a key
ingredient of the highly trained units that won the
Gulf War.�23

There is little doubt that a lack of training dollars
has significantly degraded the Army�s training readi-
ness, particularly at the battalion level. However,
recent evidence indicates that readiness problems
also exist at company level and below, despite the
fact that this level of training has always been
resourced. Sergeant First Class Schwendeman, a
Scout Platoon O/C at NTC, summarized the per-
spective of many CTC O/Cs and commanders:
�What was once the run phase (or �test� if you will)
of unit readiness, the NTC is now being used as the

walk and sometimes crawl phase of their training.
This trend is noticeable down to the individual sol-
dier. What were once basic skills are lost to the lack
of training done at home station.�24

What has gone wrong? Beyond a lack of train-
ing dollars, Brigadier General Thurman attributes
inadequate training readiness to commanders who
fail to comply with our training doctrine in US
Army FMs 25-101, Battle Focused Training, and
25-100, Training the Force.25 Indeed, executing ef-
fective and efficient training seems to have become
a lost art. Units do not import the proven training
models used by the CTCs to home station, where it
is much less costly, but nearly as effective.

The Army must resource battalion-level training
beyond the level which FORSCOM has recently
authorized for units preparing for the CTCs. Fur-
ther, since leaders must ensure all training resources
are used efficiently, the subject of the next sec-
tion will be how to train effectively.

Training
Our capstone training manual, FM 25-100, out-

lines nine principles of US Army training and of-
fers an eight-step training model.26 �Train the way
we fight,� is not just an Army training principle; it
captures the fundamental reformation of Army train-
ing that occurred shortly after the formation of
TRADOC in 1973.27 This battle cry pushed soldiers
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In a move promising for accountants and ominous for readiness, a relatively
new simulation system, the Close Combat Tactical Trainer, has significantly reduced the

field OPTEMPO of units at Fort Hood, Texas. As promising as some simulators and training
devices may be, such technology has deficiencies that only live training can overcome.

R
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and leaders out of the classroom and into the field
to train under the most realistic conditions possible;
it became the impetus for our CTCs. In fact, using
tasks, conditions and standards to assess training
means that training effectiveness often depends on
the realism or difficulty of the existing conditions.

Training as one fights is not only important for
soldiers and small-unit training, but the Army has
recently realized it is important at the battalion level
as well, particularly before a rotation to one of the
CTCs. However, the specific requirement for this

battalion-level training calls for a 5-day minimum
combined arms maneuver exercise, using an
OPFOR and external O/Cs to provide feedback.28

In effect, FORSCOM is now requiring units again
to train using the CTC model not only to prepare
for the rotation to the training centers but to maxi-
mize training effectiveness.

Such training clearly follows the nine principles
of Army training and the eight-step training model.
However, a few important points are necessary:
l Force-on-force exercises using the Multi-

Integrated Laser Engagement System (MILES) are
the most challenging (and effective) training avail-
able today because of the unconstrained competi-
tive environment in which both friendly forces
(BLUFOR) and OPFOR units operate.
l Battalion-level, combined arms training em-

phasizes multiechelon techniques specifically de-
signed �to use available time and resources most
effectively.�29

l Using appropriate doctrine includes training to
standard not to time, conducting AARs after all
training and retraining as necessary.

Just as a commander cannot learn to synchronize
all the combat functions during a task-force delib-
erate breach operation using simulations (like Ja-
nus), the unit cannot fully understand how to con-
duct such an operation by doing it once on the
ground. Effective training requires repetition. De-
spite reluctance to admit it, the retraining step may
be the most important of our Army�s training model.

With enough resources and planning, the CTC
training model can be very nearly replicated at home

station. Many would argue that cost is a prohibit-
ing factor, but it does not have to be. Today, every
heavy-force installation has heavy-equipment trans-
ports to save OPTEMPO miles getting tracked ve-
hicles to and from the field. Others would claim that
effective exercises require vast terrain and point out
that many posts do not have such training areas and
that the more miles vehicles drive, the more OPTEM-
PO dollars are consumed. However, actions on en-
emy contact through actions on the objective are
normally what must be emphasized, and expansive
terrain is not required for such exercises, even at bat-
talion level. Furthermore, the key costs are not in
dollars but in time to plan and execute, and in man-
power to support and provide OPFOR and O/Cs.

At Fort Stewart, Georgia, a battalion task force
with two company teams and an engineer company
conducted a 5-kilometer attack to breach a wire/
mined obstacle and seize a company-size objective.
Four of these operations were conducted over eight
days, requiring the task force to plan four different
operations, repeating the full planning process and
changing out one of the company teams each time.
To include terrain-model and full rehearsals, as well
as redo�s, the task force conducted 16 attacks, each
consisting of at least one attempt to breach the ob-
stacle. Not surprising, this task force went to NTC
and conducted three successful breaches in three
attempts against the mighty Krasnovian OPFOR.

Recommendations
Many blame insufficient training time and money

for units� infrequent battalion-level field training
exercises modeled on the training at the CTCs. But
there is never enough time to train, so leaders must
use the time available as effectively as possible.

Except for units preparing for or recovering from
real-world missions, units today are not necessarily
any busier than a decade ago. Despite having only
10 divisions instead of the 18 during the 1970s and
being involved in more operations throughout the
world than ever, not all our combat units are actively
engaged in contingency operations. In the past sev-
eral years, until the 1st Calvary Division was alerted
for the mission in Bosnia, no division in the Conti-
nental United States was deployed on an operation
that prevented superb field training.

Many soldiers such as those from the 3rd Infan-
try Division (Mechanized) (3ID), Fort Stewart,
would argue that they have been quite busy on de-
ployments for the past several years. For instance,
a brigade (minus) from 3ID participates in the bi-
annual BRIGHT STAR exercise, just as other divi-
sions support other exercises. However, these ex-
ercises allow for intensive battalion-level field
training, even more than at home station. Further-

The lack of realism in simulations
does not help promote leader confidence or

competence, essential for bold and decisive
leadership. The necessary intuition must be

developed through realistic experience, like that
available at the CTCs. Only through the most

realistic experiences�both seen and felt�can
a leader learn effective battle command.
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more, during DESERT THUNDER in 1998, the 1st
Brigade, 3ID conducted a CTC-like force-on-force
training with MILES in Kuwait, which was even
supported with an O/C team from NTC. Good
units�made that way because their commanders�
will find the time to train.

The shortage of training dollars is a much more
legitimate reason for reducing field-training oppor-
tunities. Even though funded at 800 miles per tank,
units only drove 652 miles per tank in fiscal year
1998. The difference financed other program areas
like infrastructure that were critically underfunded.
Worse, the average mileage of 652 miles includes
an Army average of 75 miles per tank used for train-
ing at NTC, mileage that until fiscal year 1998 was
not included in the annual mileage of 800 miles.
Money is undoubtedly the primary problem. The
Army must find the necessary additional training
dollars, prohibit using training and maintenance
funds for other programs or continue to accept a
less-than-ready force.

FORSCOM has already agreed to fund the re-
quirement to conduct a 5-day battalion-level maneu-
ver training exercise prior to a CTC rotation. How-
ever, the complete force must be adequately trained,
not just those units due for a CTC rotation. The US
Army should be deeply concerned that the 2d In-
fantry Division �drove fewer [tank] miles (551) in
fiscal 1998 than their counterparts in either the
United States or Germany, despite the fact that
Korea is considered one of the world�s most
dangerous flashpoints.�30 Units in Korea also lack
the opportunity to train at a CTC. Providing ad-
equate training dollars to train our force, including
battalion-level maneuver training exercises, must
continue to be the Army�s first priority.

Recognizing that requirements always have and
always will drive training, the Army must require
at least annual battalion-level field training exercises
for all combat units. Of course, requirements with-
out resources cause difficult problems for com-
manders. However, given priorities, commanders
can make things happen. For example, in fiscal year
1998, the 1st Infantry Division (Mechanized) (1ID)
headquartered in Wuerzburg, Germany, drove its
tanks an average of 906 miles. Granted, the divi-
sion was coming off the Bosnian mission and was
training to return to high-intensity conflict standards.
However, an Army source in the Pentagon attrib-
uted the 1ID�s high OPTEMPO to the aggressive
training philosophy of the division�s commander,
Major General David Grange. Realizing the im-
portance of training, he used funds provided to buy
new equipment to train his units beyond the level
at which he was funded.31 Using training require-
ments, in this case self-imposed, 1ID thus con-

ducted the necessary training for its units.
Even without additional training dollars, the re-

quirement to conduct periodic battalion-level field
exercises will force more innovative, efficient use
of available training dollars�at least for the 652
OPTEMPO miles that units currently use. The sug-
gested increased use of heavy equipment transport-

ers, reduced-range scenarios and multiechelon train-
ing are a few ways to increase training efficiency.
Furthermore, commanders must use the Army�s
training doctrine, proven at our CTCs, to make train-
ing as effective as possible. So, while the Army as
an institution takes high-level steps to correct train-
ing readiness problems, it must also scrutinize more
closely the use of training funds and training meth-
ods at the lowest combined arms level.

Finally, the Army must reverse the trend to use
simulations as a replacement for field training. Too
often, virtual simulations and constructive training
tools reduce field training opportunities and train-
ing funds. Such devices and systems should not
cause an OPTEMPO trade-off but rather enhanced
live training.

Currently, the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Force Management and Personnel
(OASD FM&P) has the responsibility to ensure
training does not decline because of added training
simulators and training devices. However, OASD
FM&P has admitted that the cost and training ef-
fectiveness analysis it conducts tends not to focus
on the training value or the benefit as much as cost.
The predictable result is ��cheap solutions� which,
many times, cost the training community much in
the form of additional time and personnel and cer-
tainly results in units less trained for operational
readiness.�32 In a move promising for accountants
and ominous for readiness, a relatively new simu-
lation system, the Close Combat Tactical Trainer,
has significantly reduced the field OPTEMPO of
units at Fort Hood, Texas. As promising as some
simulators and training devices may be, such tech-
nology has deficiencies that only live training can
overcome.

Will we have adequate experience at all
ranks 10 to 15 years into the future? Investing in

future technologies and modern equipment is
certainly essential for long-term readiness.

However, will the Army have the skilled leaders
tomorrow to lead modernized units if they do not

receive the necessary training experiences
today? . . .Today�s battalion commanders will be

our corps commanders in 2010.

TRAINING
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In fiscal year 1998, the 1st 1ID, head-
quartered in Wuerzburg, Germany, drove its tanks

an average of 906 miles. Granted, the division
was coming off the Bosnian mission and was

training to return to high-intensity conflict
standards. However, an Army source in the

Pentagon attributed the 1ID�s high OPTEMPO
to the aggressive training philosophy of the

division�s commander.

To ensure our field forces once again conduct
such training, the Army must take the following
steps:
l Provide sufficient training funds, require their

use and prohibit their migration to other programs.
l Require at least annual battalion-level field

training exercises modeled after the training meth-
ods proven to be successful at our CTCs.
l  Scrutinize training dollars to ensure command-

ers at all levels are enacting innovative and cost-

saving methods to train doctrinally and efficiently.
l Reverse the current trend that emphasizes

simulations as a replacement for live training, rather
a means to enhance it.

The art of battle command is an essential element
of all leaders. For the United States to maintain its
fighting edge in the future, it is imperative to de-
velop this art among potential commanders. The art
takes years to develop and can be best learned
through realistic combat experiences. However,
short of war, such experiences can be gained best
through realistic and tough field training, the exact
model that has made the CTCs so successful.

In this period of declining training funds, the
Army must be cautious of virtual simulators and
constructive training tools. Maximizing their effec-
tiveness includes guarding against their totally re-
placing live training. Multiechelon field training
exercises at the battalion level, supported with
OPFOR and O/Cs, give leaders essential and real-
istic battle command experience as their units pre-
pare for the CTCs�and for war. MR


